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PER CURIAM:

Jonte Partridge was convicted of possession of a
firearm by a convicted felon, 18 U.S.C. 8§ 922(g)(1) (2012), and
was sentenced to seventy-eight months 1In prison. He now
appeals. Partridge’s attorney has filed a brief iIn accordance

with Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), raising one

issue but stating that there are no meritorious 1issues fTor
appeal. Partridge has filed a pro se brief raising additional
issues. We affirm.

In the Anders brief, Partridge contends that the
prosecution improperly vouched for its witnesses during closing
argument and on rebuttal. Because this matter was not raised

below, our review is for plain error. See United States v.

Olano, 507 U.S. 725, 731-32 (1993). We discern no error in the
prosecutor’s use of the phrases “I think” and “1 submit” during

closing and rebuttal. See United States v. Johnson, 587 F.3d

625, 632 (4th Cir. 2009); United States v. Adams, 70 F.3d 776,

780 (4th Cir. 1995). Even 1f there was error, however, the
phrases were used in isolation, and the evidence of Partridge’s
guilt was strong. Accordingly, there was no plain error. See

United States v. Olivierre, 378 F.3d 412, 421-22 (4th Cir.

2004).
We conclude additionally that the 1issues raised 1in

Partridge’s pro se brief lack merit. Pursuant to Anders, we
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have reviewed the entire record and have found no meritorious
issues for appeal. Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s
judgment. This court requires that counsel inform Partridge, in
writing, of his right to petition the Supreme Court of the
United States for further review. IT Partridge requests that a
petition be filed, but counsel believes that such a petition
would be frivolous, then counsel may move in this court for
leave to withdraw from representation. Counsel’s motion must
state that a copy thereof was served on Partridge. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented i1n the materials before this court and

argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



